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TABLE M-1
Draft EIS Comment Letters

Reference Number Source of Letter

1 Idaho State Department of Agriculture

2 Committee for the High Desert

3 Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation

4 Joe Tonsmeir

5 Formation Capital Corporation, US

6 Lemhi County Weed Superintendent 

7 U. S. Department of the Interior

8 Rodger L. Sorensen

9 The Ecology Center, Inc.

10 Custer County Board of Commissioners

11 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

12 Friends of the Bitterroot

13 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Comment Letter No. 1

Page 1 of 1

1.1
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1.1 Your comment in support of the Proposed Action is noted.
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Comment Letter No. 2

Page 1 of 15

2.1

2.2
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2.1 Each alternative considers a full spectrum of weed prevention and management strategies including
Integrated Weed Management (IWM), Best Management Practices (BMPs), public awareness, and
education, as discussed in Section 1.A.1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). All of
these important practices are being actively implemented and will remain in place. An alternative
addressing Forest management and use allocation changes was considered, but was dismissed based
on the detailed analysis in Section 2.E of the FEIS. 

2.2 See Response 2.1.
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2.4

2.5
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2.3 See Response 2.1. A complete analysis of the long-term effects of the Proposed Action, and each of the
alternatives, on all resources has been completed. Each resource is addressed individually in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

2.4 Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on wildlife, including the safeguards associated with
mitigation measures, BMPs, and SOPs, are addressed in Section 4.B.3.

2.5 We considered Attachment A, and the approaches for preventive weed management, and note that
parts of your proposal within the scope of this FEIS have been incorporated as part of the alternatives
analysis and selection. Those elements of Attachment A that go beyond the scope of this FEIS are
considered in Section 2.E.

2.6 This Weed Management FEIS is an independent analysis of weed management activities and is not
tiered to the analyses presented in the two Forest Plan EISs nor to the Salmon or Challis Land and
Resource Management Plans. Some historical information was obtained from these earlier documents
and compared with current conditions in order to evaluate the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

2.7 This FEIS is not a livestock grazing analysis. Analyzing livestock grazing suitability and carrying
capacity is beyond the scope of this FEIS. See also Response 2.1. 
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2.8 Livestock have been included as one of the many vectors of weed transport and weed establishment.
Taking action on livestock grazing as an allocated Forest use is beyond the scope of this analysis. See
Section 2.E.

2.9 See Response 2.8. Project level activities are subject to specific project Best Management Practices
during project planning and mitigation measures during project implementation.
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2.10 Your suggestion is noted. The broad assessment is adequate at the vegetation community scale. Risk
and vulnerability of plant communities are discussed in Section 3.C.1.b and Table 3-4 of the FEIS.
Areas of major weed infestation are identified in Table 3-5 (and in further detail in Appendix B); the
Proposed Action and alternatives describe the major steps to be taken to fulfill the purpose and need
for the project. For a detailed discussion of strategies to eradicate, contain, and prevent further weed
infestation, see FEIS Sections 2.C.2, 2.C.4, 2.C.5, and 2.C.6. This suite of management and treatment
techniques is designed to protect and restore native vegetation affected by noxious weeds.

2.11 Your suggestion is noted. The FEIS has been revised to reflect the current condition of the rangeland
and riparian areas. See Section 3.C.1.b.4 and Map 3-9.

2.12 Appendix B and Map 3-1 of the FEIS display the acres and locations of the inventoried weed sites as
of 2001.

2.13 The Forest Service looked at a number of alternatives, but, as noted in Section 2.D, four were selected
for full detailed analysis. Section 2.E describes the rationale for eliminating alternatives.
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2.14 See Chapter 9, References.

2.15 See Response 2.1. 
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2.16 See Response 2.1.

2.17 Your suggestions are noted.
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2.18 Your suggestion is noted. The FEIS has been revised to include a discussion of the effectiveness of
previous weed treatments. See Sections 1.C.1 and 1.C.2. 

2.19 The existing analyses in Chapter 4 are  sound. The implementation of mitigation measures, BMPs,
and SOPs supports the conclusion that impacts to migrating populations, as well as eggs and
nestlings, will not be significant. Impacts would not be expected to result in violations of the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which focuses on direct takings and not on impacting habitat.
Furthermore, Executive Order 13186, which defines the responsibilities of Federal agencies to protect
migratory birds under the four Migratory Bird Treaties, requires Federal agencies, within the scope of
their regular activities, to control the spread and establishment in the wild of exotic animals and
plants that may harm migratory birds and their habitat. Controlling the establishment and spread of
exotic plants, and thereby improving and protecting existing wildlife habitat, is the objective of this
project.

2.20 The actions described are beyond the scope and the purpose and need of this FEIS.
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2.21 A full spectrum of treatment options must be available to meet the purpose and need of this FEIS.
Appendix C describes the treatment methods proposed for each weed species. Biological controls are
proposed for containment, not eradication. Biological controls would be utilized where the site
characteristics are appropriate for the most success. Section 2.C.1.b of the FEIS describes biological
controls and the pitfalls associated with this treatment method. Additionally, more than 22 percent of
the acres treated under the Proposed Action would be treated with biological agents either
individually or in combination with other treatments. The use of biological controls is increased in
Alternatives 1 and 2; however, the goals for these alternatives are less aggressive than the Proposed
Action in part due to the limitations of biological controls. 

2.22 Chapter 4 analyzes in detail the use of chemicals. It provides a thorough and sound evaluation of the
proposed chemicals and their effects on all resources. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
has prepared a synergistic evaluation and model of combinations of chemicals, which was reviewed
for this FEIS.

2.23 Cumulative effects are addressed in Chapter 4 for past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions. The activities proposed by the Agricultural Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS) are not reasonably foreseeable to occur on or near the S-CNF due to: 1) low populations of
target insects and; 2) the application of insecticides is by request only and the S-CNF does not
anticipate requesting APHIS to treat candidate populations. See Addendum to Site-specific
Environmental Assessment: Rangeland Grasshopper and Mormon Cricket Suppression Program
Idaho – EA number ID-PPQ-GH2001-001 (2003).

2.24 It is not possible to inventory the entire Forest at one time. New areas are being inventoried every
year. The baseline in the FEIS includes all inventoried areas through 2001. “New” does not
exclusively mean additional infestations of existing species, but also includes “new” species not
previously present in the existing S-CNF baselines. These will receive immediate priority. 

2.25 The question is unclear. The adaptive strategy is thoroughly described in Section 2.C.4.

2.26 The buffer zones are based on several components: 1) physical characteristics of chemicals (see
Appendix J); 2) spray methods and equipment; 3) drift rates (see Appendix E); 4) the presence – or
absence – of sensitive resources; and 5) weather conditions. The FEIS cites monitoring studies on the
effectiveness of buffers on the Salmon-Challis (ID), Sierra, Stanislaus, and Eldorado (CA), and Lolo
(MT) National Forests. From these studies the S-CNF established buffer zones for conservative
mitigation of spraying effects near all sensitive resources, including fish-bearing streams. The FEIS
includes a full discussion of the buffer zones (see Section 4.B.2).
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2.27 The use of non-native species in restoration efforts is described Section 2.C.3 of the FEIS. The
management of revegetated sites will be determined on a site-specific basis and incorporated through
annual operation instructions (AOI). If a site is revegetated, and it is determined that livestock must
be removed, the AOI will include this management strategy on a site-specific basis.

2.28 Adequate mitigation measures and analysis are provided in Section 2.D.3. All water bodies, including
non-potable springs, are mitigated. However, the S-CNF has determined to provide further
protection to potable springs because of their culinary nature. Similarly, the S-CNF has provided
additional mitigation measures within watersheds supporting culinary water sources. 

2.29 See Response 2.1.

2.30 Your comment is noted. The potential for minimal impacts to vegetation and soils from off-road
chemical treatment activities is identified in Sections 4.B.1 and 4.C.3. Cross-country travel during
treatment activities could be a limited source of soil displacement and vegetation disturbance. Off-
road travel in riparian habitat conservation areas (RHCAs) is not permitted. 

2.31 Your opinion is noted. The S-CNF is not proposing the use of Tebuthiuron. 

2.32 Your opinion is noted. See Sections 4.B.2 and 4.B.3 of the FEIS.

2.33 Extensive Forest-wide surveys for rare plants have not been completed. However, Section 2.D.3.b of
the FEIS describes the process for weed treatments in areas where no survey has been completed.

2.34 Maps of sufficient detail to identify rare plant locations covering more than 3 million acres would be
of little value. However, several additional maps have been included in the FEIS for clarification. The
site-specific implementation process (Section 2.C.6) describes the process for avoiding sensitive
resources and areas.

2.35 There are several mitigating safeguards for people who have sensitivities. Reasonable buffers have
been applied to all sensitive resources and established user areas. Campgrounds will be closed, and
adjacent landowners will be notified in advance. See Response 2.26 and Section 2.D.3.b of the FEIS. 

2.36 See Section 2.D.3.b.
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2.37 See Responses 2.26 and 2.35.

2.38 Your suggestion is noted. Section 2.D.3.b and the decision tree shown in Figure 2-1 provide adequate
safeguards and mitigation measures.

2.39 Big game winter range is a recognized and designated critical forage base for big game animals in the
winter. Mitigation measures are in place to protect non-game species and their habitat, as well.
Furthermore, these habitats are often over-lapping.

2.40 See Responses 2.24 and 2.12.

2.41 See Response 2.1.

2.42 It is recognized that past Forest activities have played a part in weed expansion. Project-level
mitigation measures include restoration and weed control as part of the project activity. See Section
1.A.1 of the FEIS.

2.43 The Forest Service uses “incorporated within the native flora” to identify populations that have
become established, reproducing components in an otherwise native vegetative community. 

2.44 The Forest Service uses “vacated niche” when a species is removed from a native community.
Competition for water, nutrients, and space is reduced, allowing a different and often invasive non-
native species to become established.

 



M-26

Comment Letter No. 2

Page 11 of 15

2.51

2.49

2.50

2.48

2.45

2.47

2.46



M-27

2.45 See Response 2.42.

2.46 Map 3-9 depicting these community types as potential vegetation groups (PVG) has been  included in
the FEIS (see Section 3.C.1). Table 3-5 displays the total acres and acres of weed infestation for each
PVG.

2.47 The narrative has been clarified in Section 3.C.1.b.1 of the FEIS.

2.48 The role of fire is adequately addressed in Table 3-4 and supporting text. See also Sections
3.C.1.b.2 and 3.C.1.b.3.

2.49 Non-forested range and riparian condition is discussed in Section 3.C.1.b.4 of the FEIS.

2.50 See Responses 2.33 and 2.34. Appendix H shows the known distribution of sensitive plant
populations for each watershed. The FEIS describes adequate mitigation measures and the site-
specific implementation process.

2.51 A full analysis of cumulative impacts of livestock and other activities and actions on all S-CNF
resources with varying levels of weed treatments is presented throughout Chapter 4. The description
of cumulative impacts from other Forest activities on the resources, in and of themselves, is beyond
the scope of this FEIS.
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2.52 Mitigation measures, BMPs, SOPs, and buffers are designed to minimize potential impacts to all
aquatic resources. Analysis of the effect on amphibians, including these mitigation measures, is
reviewed in Chapter 4. Because of their complex life cycle, amphibians are at risk from herbicide
applications. According to the EPA, however, there is little information on the suspected dangers of
the herbicides reviewed in the FEIS. Mitigation measures, BMPs, and buffer zones, along with low
concentration levels of herbicides will reduce the risk of a significant adverse impact on amphibians
to the greatest extent possible while still achieving the objective of reducing weed infestation, which
degrades habitat for all wildlife. 

2.53 See Chapter 9, References. The taxonomic groups of macroinvertebrates are discussed in
Section 3.C.2.f of the FEIS. A full analysis of the effects is described in Sections 4.B.2 and 4.B.3.

2.54 PFC ratings describe how a stream functions hydrologically. Weeds inhibit hydrologic function by
altering native vegetation, weakening streambanks, and increasing the amount of sediment reaching
the stream. Potential impacts of chemical contaminants in the stream are not related to stream
function.

2.55 A discussion of current condition is presented in Section 3.C.1.b.4 of the FEIS. The analysis of
chemical application was presented for both a high run-off scenario and infiltration scenario. See
Aquatic Resources (Section 4.B.2.b) and Soils, Geology, and Minerals (Section 4.C.3). The site-specific
implementation process, the decision tree (Figure 2-1), and information in Appendix F for evaluating
herbicide leaching sensitivity in uplands will all be used to identify the appropriate, site-specific
treatment method.

2.56 There are virtually hundreds of species that occur on the S-CNF. It would be unreasonable to identify
and assess all of the species individually. Management indicator species have been identified and are
fully analyzed in Sections 4.B.2 and 4.B.3 of the FEIS. An additional accepted assessment approach
was also presented utilizing representative wildlife groups and associated source habitats across the
Forest. They are discussed in depth in Section 3.C.3, and analyzed for potential impacts in Section
4.B.3 of the FEIS.

2.57 Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are addressed throughout Chapter 4. The FEIS addresses
impacts of weed presence and weed treatments on the hydrologic cycle. Other activities on the Forest
that affect hydrologic cycle are also discussed (see Section 4.B.4). Cumulative impacts that consider
the impacts of other actions when combined with weed treatment activities are discussed in detail.
The analysis of the current hydrologic function is adequately described in Section 3.C.4 of the FEIS.

2.58 See Response 2.1.
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2.59 A Forest-wide map identifying these soil characteristics would be uninformative at this scale, since
over 500 soil mapping units have been developed on the Forest. Map 3-10 showing the geology on
the Forest is presented in the FEIS. The description and analysis of soil characteristics is closely
related to the geology. See Sections 3.D.3, 4.B.2, and 4.C.3. 

2.60 An economic study on the viability of livestock grazing is not pertinent to this FEIS. The information
in Chapter 3 is presented to provide an overview of the various socioeconomic structures affecting
the Forest, and is useful for comparing alternatives and goals.

2.61 The descriptions of weed treatments and their effects on recreation activities and local economies are
adequately discussed in Sections 3.E.4, 4.C.4.a, and 4.D.4.a.

2.62 The discussion of the cumulative effects in the Introduction of Chapter 4 (Section 4.A) introduces the
issues surrounding these effects. Cumulative effects are fully discussed throughout Chapter 4.

2.63 See Response 2.18. Weeds have exploded on the Forest due to a lack of a full range of treatment
options and limited treatment acreages.

2.64 The added effects of these activities were not considered in the calculations. The rate of spread
calculations are based on climate and plant characteristics (such as a species’ capability to reproduce,
physiology, and seed viability).

2.65 The comment is unclear, however, see Chapter 4 for a description of worst-case scenarios and risk
assessments.

2.66 If this comment is referring to current and future Forest project activities, project-level mitigation
strategies are reviewed in Section 1.A.1.

2.67 A full discussion and support references are provided as the basis for the conclusions in Table 4-2
and the accompanying text.
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2.68 A thorough analysis and complete reference citations are presented in Chapter 4 and Chapter 9 of the
FEIS, respectively. Some reproductive and developmental problems in wildlife populations have
been attributed to endocrine disrupting chemicals, but recent EPA reviews note that evidence of
other effects is far from conclusive. 

2.69 Potential effects to native vegetation are described further in the FEIS in Section 4.B.1 and impacts to
wildlife habitat in Section 4.B.3. If mortality to non-target native vegetation should occur, it would
only minimally impact dependent insectivores due to the very localized and small area affected. 

2.70 See Response 2.23.

2.71 Section 4.C.1.a, Surface Water, of the FEIS has been clarified to indicate that the No Action
Alternative is not expected to result in adverse impacts to surface water. The FEIS discloses the
potential for adverse effects. However, any effects are expected to be minimal with the application of
mitigation measures, BMPs, and SOPs. See Section 4.C.1.a. The need for restoration will be
determined on a site-specific basis, preferring natural restoration discussed in Section 2.C.3. 

2.72 See Response 2.20. Spraying native vegetation for purposes of fuel reduction is not part of the
purpose and need described for this FEIS.

2.73 See Responses 2.1 and 2.5 and Section 2.E.
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2.74 Your suggestion is closely related to the No Action Alternative in that chemical applications would
be limited. The No Action Alternative is discussed throughout this FEIS. 
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3.1 Section 2.C.3 of the FEIS identifies monitoring goals and the basis for determining the effectiveness of
treatment. This section of the FEIS has been revised to include additional monitoring objectives to
evaluate the effectiveness of the mitigation measures. 
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4.1 New infestations were not considered in the growth calculations. It is recognized that Forest-wide
inventories are not complete and that new infestations will be discovered. 

4.2 The selection of 18,000 acres per year was developed for analysis and comparison purposes in the
FEIS. Actual annual treatment acres will not likely exceed 18,000 acres due to funding constraints.
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4.3 Weed prevention practices are an integral part of the IWM concept and are incorporated within all
project-level activities and Forest-use allocations. See Section 1.A.1 of the FEIS. See also Response 2.1.

4.4 See Response 2.1.
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5.1 Restoration will be accomplished with native species except where specific circumstances
(availability, cost, etc.) prohibit their use. If non-native species must be used in order to meet site
objectives, species will be selected with characteristics similar to the native plant community. See
Section 2.C.3 of the FEIS.

5.2 These suggested endeavors are beyond the scope of this FEIS.

5.3 Your suggestion for defined Desired Future Condition (DFC) goal statements is noted. Goal
statements are described for each alternative in Section 2.D.2 and on Table 2-6 of the FEIS and
describe DFC in relation to weed treatments.
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6.1 The referenced text has been corrected and revised in the FEIS.
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7.1 The S-CNF and the Central Idaho Mountains are covered by the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan
(USFWS 1986). The 1/8-mile buffer was obtained from the Salmon Land and Resource Management
Plan (LRMP) prior to bald eagle nests being established on the Forest. In recent years, bald eagle
nesting sites have been established and identified. With the discovery of the nesting sites, the Forest
LRMP extends the buffer to 1/2 mile during nesting (March through August). The specific mitigation
measures in the FEIS have been revised to reflect this strategy.

7.2 The disturbance mitigation strategies in the FEIS follow direction contained in the S-CNF LRMPs and
Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan.
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7.3 With the application of buffers and other mitigation measures described in Section 2.D.3 of the FEIS,
no significant impacts on bald eagles are anticipated under the Proposed Action. Section 4.B.3 and
Table 4-2 discuss the potential impacts of noxious weed treatments for each of the wildlife source
habitats and associated families and groups by treatment strategy. Source habitat for bald eagles is
included in family 7, group 26. As shown in Table 4-2, only Alternative 2 would not result in
moderate to high long-term habitat benefits for bald eagles

7.4 The FEIS has been revised to expand the discussion of picloram and 2, 4-D characteristics and
potential effects, including their potential for endocrine disruption. A one application per year
limitation for picloram has been included as a best management practice. Sections 2.C.1.d and 4.B.3
include a discussion of herbicide characteristics, with added emphasis on the potential effects of
herbicides on endocrine disruption.

7.5 Surfactants, with other “inert” ingredients, are added to herbicides to enhance the performance of
active ingredients. Sometimes surfactants and other “inert” ingredients are added to herbicides as
part of a proprietary blend. During application of some herbicides, surfactants can be added in small
quantities to ensure effective application of the herbicide. The text in Section 2.C.1.d of the FEIS has
been revised to include a discussion of inert ingredients and their effect on the environment. The
BMPs identified in the FEIS for herbicide use were developed to avoid or minimize the potential
effects to terrestrial and aquatic environments.

7.6 According to the most recent information available, no active nesting or brood rearing sage grouse
sites have been identified on the S-CNF, nor is there any incidence of Columbia sharp-tailed grouse.
The site-specific implementation process (Section 2.C.6 of the FEIS) was designed to assess the
presence of sensitive resources and avoid adverse effects at the site-specific level. 

7.7 The narrative is clear that picloram has specific buffer criteria different than the other herbicides.
Comparison tables, similar to those suggested in your comment, have been included in Appendix J of
the FEIS. These tables provide additional information on the toxicology profiles of herbicides used or
proposed for use on the S-CNF; typical and maximum application rates, aquatic assessment levels of
concern, and risk quotients for these herbicides; and buffer widths and associated restrictions on
herbicide application.
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7.8 The FEIS text has been revised as suggested. See Section 3.C.2.b. 

7.9 The discussion of yellow-billed cuckoo in Section 3.C.3.b of the FEIS has been clarified. The Reeder
report referred to in this comment was made in 1998 regarding a sighting of a single adult in mature
cottonwood/willow communities. This sighting was on private land well outside the Forest
boundary along the main Salmon River, southeast of Challis, Idaho. No evidence of additional
sightings has been reported. 

7.10 Table 4-2 has been revised in the FEIS to provide clarity between the table and the narrative.
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8.1 Your suggestion is noted. 
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9.1 The DEIS recognized and discussed the root causes of weed spread and incorporated the principles
and concepts of integrated weed management in all alternatives (see Section 1.A.1). The FEIS contains
these same discussions. See also Response 2.1.

9.2 See Response 2.1.

9.3 See Response 2.1. Fire is recognized as a disturbance, the effects of which greatly enhance the risk of
weed expansion and establishment. Public access and uses compound this risk. Post-fire road
closures may be initiated from actions described in Burn Area Emergency Plans. Road inventories
have been performed on the Forest and are displayed on the Challis National Forest Travel Map and
the Salmon National Forest Travel Map, readily available to the public. 
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9.4 The concepts of integrated weed management, described in Section 1.A.1 of the FEIS are consistent
with Executive Order 13112. Section 2 of the Order refers to Forest actions that are addressed in
Response 2.1.

9.5 There are few available data to identify roads that have “never” had noxious weeds. 
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9.6 Results of public scoping and the analysis of public comments are presented in Sections 2.B.2, 2.B.3,
and 2.B.4. There was a wide range of comments (from elimination to expansion) regarding Forest
uses. See also Responses 9.1 and 2.1.

9.7 Your opinion is noted.

9.8 A full range of alternatives was identified and considered. Several of those considered were
eliminated from detailed analysis for the reasons described in Section 2.E. See also Response 2.1.

9.9 Many authorized Forest-use allocations are connected actions in regards to potential land
disturbances and potential noxious and invasive non-native species invasion. These uses are subject
to NEPA review, and identify specific weed prevention and establishment mitigation measures,
BMPs, and SOPs. The Forest does not consider these use allocations to be connected to Forest-wide
treatment actions in the control or eradication of established weed infestations.
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9.10 Follow-up monitoring and treatment effectiveness are addressed in Section 2.C.3 of the FEIS. Cost
comparisons of the alternatives are also discussed and displayed in Tables 2-5 and 2-6 of the FEIS.

9.11 Economic analysis is adequately discussed in Section 4.D.4 and Tables 2-5, 2-6, and 4-8 of the FEIS.
Cost comparisons among the alternatives are based on costs per acre. The nature of the treatment
(i.e., initial, follow-up, new site, etc.) is not considered.

9.12 As discussed in Section 2.E of the FEIS, a Forest Plan Revision is a more appropriate avenue for
addressing Forest use allocations. See also Response 2.1. 

9.13 A thorough analysis is presented in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

9.14 See Response 9.11. Cost comparisons among alternatives are based on costs per acre whether initial
or follow-up treatments.
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9.15 A formal field survey/inventory procedure has been developed using data dictionaries with GPS
units. Where inventories were performed, the data are complete and accurate.

9.16 The monitoring discussion in Section 2.C.3 of the FEIS has been revised to outline specific monitoring
requirements.

9.17 Your opinion is noted. Research described in the FEIS describes current research regarding toxicity of
herbicides. Since toxicity is a function of dosage and exposure, the Forest identifies the methods and
handling procedures to be employed in using herbicides to control weeds so that dosage and
exposure are minimized and that herbicide use occurs in as safe a manner as possible.

9.18 Your opinion is noted.
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9.19 These conclusions are derived from Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) models discussed in
Section 4.B.2.b in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, which will apply to new or updated chemicals as well. The
models indicated the effects of mixing chemicals were additive but not synergistic. As noted in
Section 2.C.1.d in Chapter 2, new or updated chemicals: 1) will be required to comply with EPA
regulations; 2) must be added to the Forest Service’s list of approved chemicals; and 3) will be
accompanied by risk assessments.
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9.20 See Response 9.19.

9.21 A full analysis of human health and safety is provided in Section 4.D.1 of the FEIS and fully
referenced in Chapter 9. The FEIS also discloses the status of information and research that has been
conducted on the herbicides proposed for use. Uncertainties concerning potential effects of herbicide
use are addressed through use of mitigation, BMPs, SOPs, and monitoring to further reduce potential
impacts associated with herbicide use.

9.22 Chapter 8 describes the credentials of the ID team. The team’s experience in preparing NEPA
documents, across a wide range of scientific disciplines, provides more than adequate credentials for
preparing this EIS.

9.23 Biological controls are discussed in Section 2.C.1.b of the FEIS. As noted, they will not be applied
without APHIS approval. Appendix C identifies the list of biological controls approved for use. 

9.24 See Response 9.22.
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9.25 See Response 9.22.

9.26 Your preference is noted. The FEIS acknowledges data are often incomplete or lacking, especially in
regards to proprietary inert ingredients. Sections 2.C.1.d, 4.B.2, 4.B.3, and 4.D.1 of the FEIS have been
revised to expand on the characteristics and effects of inert ingredients and potential endocrine-
disrupting herbicides. See also Responses 7.4 and 7.5.

9.27 Each of the potentially affected resources has been identified, described, and thoroughly analyzed.
Site-specific impacts are described for representative locations and species. For example, site-specific
analyses under a variety of environmental conditions (physical and biological) and representative
species groups, along with extensive reviews of representative herbicides, are fully discussed
throughout Chapter 4, and Appendices F, H, I, J, and L. The site-specific implementation process in
Section 2.C.6 of the FEIS details the evaluation procedures to select the appropriate site-specific
treatment options. Section 4.B.3.b (Wildlife Resources), Section 4.B.2.b (Aquatic Resources), and
Appendix J (Herbicide Characteristics) of the FEIS note that herbicides proposed for use on the
S-CNF do not bioaccumulate.

9.28 See discussion of leaching provided in Section 4.B.2.b.

9.29 Adequate discussions of cumulative effects have been disclosed throughout Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

9.30 See Sections 4.C.4 and 4.D.4 and Tables 2-5, 2-6, and 4-8 for a discussion of the many sources of
economic losses attributed to weed infestations. Although losses of ecosystem integrity and
biodiversity are discussed, placing economic merits on intrinsic values was not attempted.

9.31 Typically, wildlife management agencies, such as the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, manage
populations. Land management agencies, such as the Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), manage habitat and monitor habitat trends. The population information that is
available from the wildlife management agencies is included in Section 3.C.3 of the FEIS. Because of
this difference in management responsibilities between agencies, the scope of this FEIS focuses on the
foreseeable effects of weed treatments, or limited treatments, on individual species and their source
habitat. Habitat-based evaluation is a reasonable method of assessing potential project effects on
S-CNF wildlife resources. In addition, the analyses in Sections 4.B.1, 4.B.2, and 4.B.3 conclude that
there would be minimal to no adverse impacts to Management Indicator Species (MIS) or
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) species, thus no significant effects to populations or
population viability are expected. Source habitat for these species would improve in varying degrees,
depending on the alternative, which would also improve population viability of all species in the
long term.

9.32 Many programs are organized by the counties through the Cooperative Weed Management Areas
(CWMAs). Specific Forest activities include pamphlets, brochures, county-fair booths, and wildflower
walks with elementary and middle school children to name a few. Education and learning are always
effective.
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9.33 Disclosure of biological agents is contained in Appendix C and Section 2.C.1.b of the FEIS. The effects
of biological control treatments are thoroughly described in Section 4.B.1. All of the insects currently
used as biological control agents on the Forest, like the non-native species they combat, are non-
native.

9.34 The analyses of soil resources and sedimentation are described in Sections 4.B.2, 4.C.1, and 4.C.3 of
the FEIS. Long-term and short-term impacts are described. The need for follow-up treatment is
dependent on the type of treatment, target species, size of infestation, extent of the seed bank, etc.,
and cannot be quantified.

9.35 A discussion of previous effectiveness monitoring is included in the FEIS in Sections 1.C.1 and 1.C.2.

9.36 Mitigation measures presented in the FEIS will adequately inform the public about spraying areas.
Chapter 4 adequately addresses the potential effects of treatments on human and non-human
populations.

9.37 Mitigation measures and treatment requirements describe a fairly narrow window of suitable aerial
spraying opportunities, including prohibitions on spraying during inversions and when weather
forecasts predict winds and other unsuitable conditions. Appendix E of the FEIS describes aerial
spray recommendations and spray dispersion models. 

9.38 Two transportation plans are in effect on the S-CNF (Salmon NF Transportation Plan and Challis NF
Transportation Plan). Travel management restrictions are identified in both transportation plans,
however, the travel management plans allow off-road travel. Where travel is restricted, it has been
generally accepted by the public.

9.39 The two current Forest travel plans will not be modified to support any activities proposed in this
FEIS, including any plans relating to the current management of roads. There are no proposals to
construct, maintain, or decommission roads in this FEIS. It is recognized that there is a chance that
the public may use roads that have been used by Forest personnel in their treatment activities.

9.40 There is little risk of over-application from truck, ATVs, or backpack sprayers because they do not
move rapidly. In addition, truck applications include a driver and an applicator and are equipped
with highly sensitive and responsive spray equipment to reduce the risk of inaccurate or over-
application. Flaggers and ground observers on the aerial applications reduce the risks of over-
application for that treatment method. The need for follow-up treatments cannot be quantified (see
Response 9.34). However, mitigation measures and label directions limit the frequency of application. 
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9.41 No roads will be built or closed in support of this project. See Responses 9.39 and 2.1.

9.42 See Responses 9.41 and 9.38.

9.43 The FEIS discloses areas designated for special uses (see Section 3.D.4). All criteria pertinent to these
special uses were applied and analyzed as part of Section 4.C.4.

9.44 The effects analysis describes the effects on both species and their habitat through the discussion of
source habitats, as noted in Wisdom et al. (2000). See Section 4.B.3 and also Response 9.31.

9.45 The cumulative effects analysis encompassed the landscape scale of the entire S-CNF, which is
considered adequate for this proposal. See also Response 9.31.

9.46 See Response 2.26.
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9.47 Weed infestations are displayed for the S-CNF in Map 3-1 and for the individual Ranger Districts in
Maps 3-2 through 3-8. Appendix J of the FEIS has been expanded to provide additional information
on the toxicology profiles of herbicides used or proposed for use on the S-CNF; typical and maximum
application rates for herbicides on the S-CNF, aquatic assessment levels of concern, and risk
quotients; and buffer widths and associated restrictions on herbicide application. Annual
implementation and site selection are based on district priorities, previous treatment and monitoring
results, recent inventory data, and site-specific implementation that best achieve weed management
goals for each district and the Forest overall. 

9.48 Sections 4.B.2 and 4.B.3 of the FEIS provide an in-depth analysis of project impacts, risks, and
cumulative effects on aquatic and terrestrial species.

9.49 The full analysis is presented in Sections 4.C.1 and 4.C.2 regarding mitigation measures and their
effectiveness on these waters.

9.50 A Biological Assessment in connection with this FEIS has been prepared for the USFWS and NMFS.
The Biological Assessment fully addresses and analyzes the project effects to TES. Potential project
effects on Forest Service sensitive species (which includes all MIS) are evaluated in the Biological
Evaluation contained in Appendix L of the FEIS. See also Response 9.31.

9.51 Section 4.B.3 adequately discusses impacts of spraying.

9.52 See Response 2.19. The S-CNF does not anticipate any “take” of migratory birds through
implementation of the proposed project. Effects on migratory bird species and rationale are
addressed in Section 4.B.3 of the FEIS.

9.53 The stated mitigation measures are adequate to provide reasonable assurance that chemicals will not
enter the environment at harmful concentrations. Mitigation measures described in this FEIS are in
addition to herbicide label restrictions. Herbicide label restrictions are developed by the
manufacturer and EPA to ensure that application of herbicides are conducted in a manner that
protects human health and the environment. See Section 4.B.2 and Responses 2.52 and 7.4.

9.54 Effects of, or from, such disturbance have been analyzed and effectively mitigated. See Sections 2.D.3,
4.B.2, and 4.B.3 of the FEIS.

9.55 The FEIS acknowledges there are unknowns regarding the risk of breakdown by-products. The
analysis of the long-term effects used the most current and up-to-date research available. The
research shows that there are likely no or minimal effects from the application of these herbicides at
the rate and method proposed. See also Responses 7.5 and 9.26.

9.56 See Response 9.55.

9.57 It is unreasonable to develop a comprehensive list of all potentially impacted organisms. A full
analysis of the effects of chemical treatments on representative species is presented in Sections 4.B.2
and 4.B.3 of the FEIS.

 



M-80

Comment Letter No. 9

Page 12 of 25

9.58

9.60

9.59

9.61

9.63

9.62

9.65

9.64

9.66

9.68

9.67

9.69

9.71

9.70

9.72



M-81

9.58 New chemicals would require full EPA registration and completed risk assessments. All established
buffers and mitigation measures would apply, hence the anticipated impacts of new chemicals would
be minimal.

9.59 The risk to human health is fully analyzed in Section 4.D.1. Mitigation measures are designed to
inform the public so avoidance measures can be taken.

9.60 Both soil and groundwater were tested for those chemicals listed. See Section 4.C.2 of the FEIS.

9.61 Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of the FEIS adequately describe herbicide application, the resources potentially
impacted, and the effects of application on the environment.

9.62 It is expected that non-target woody species would not suffer significant mortality at the
concentrations proposed and the applied mitigation measures. See Section 4.B.1.

9.63 The level of impact analysis is adequate; it is noted in the FEIS that any effects will be temporary.

9.64 A full analysis is presented in Section 4.B.3. See also Response 7.5.

9.65 There is a potential for minimal short-term risks to all wildlife species, as discussed in Section 4.B.3.

9.66 The priority process is clearly described in Section 2.C.2 of the FEIS. See also Response 9.47.

9.67 See Response 2.1. 

9.68 The FEIS addresses prevention and treatment strategies for weed management. See Section 1.A.1.

9.69 The 30,020 acres presented in Section 1.C.1 of the FEIS are the acres within the Challis National Forest
Noxious Weed and Poisonous Plant Control EA project area, not the acres of weed infestations or
acres treated. Section 1.C.2 discusses the past treatment strategies. Little monitoring was performed
in the early years of weed treatment. Since the late 1990s monitoring has increased in importance.
Recent monitoring protocols and results are summarized in Sections 1.C.1 and 1.C.2 of the FEIS.

9.70 Formal combining of the two national forests required Congressional authority, which did not occur
until 2000.

9.71 This is a Final Environmental Impact Statement on the treatment of noxious and non-native invasive
weeds across the S-CNF.

9.72 IWM/IPM are thoroughly described in the FEIS in Sections 1.A.1 and 2.C, and are included in the list
of acronyms and abbreviations in Chapter 7.
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9.73 Your comment is unclear regarding the ‘approved management plan’. The Forest Service policy and
strategy for weed management is called Stemming the Invasive Tide: Forest Service Strategy for
Noxious and Nonnative Invasive Plant Management (1998), is described in Section 1.E.3, and is also
available on the Internet.

9.74 The impacts of controlled livestock grazing as a treatment option are fully explained in Section 4.B.1.
Livestock grazing is identified as one of many vectors of weed spread. 

9.75 Specific criteria and requirements where controlled livestock grazing may be considered as a
treatment option have been developed and described in Section 2.C.1. The required project operation
plan is a specific mitigation measure.

9.76 Your opinion is noted. See Response 2.1. 

9.77 Your opinion is noted. See Response 2.1.

9.78 See Response 9.75. The analysis of potential impacts from this treatment option are presented
throughout Chapter 4.

9.79 Cumulative effects from past, present, and foreseeable activities on the S-CNF are discussed
throughout Chapter 4. MIS and TES species are specifically discussed in Sections 4.B.2 and 4.B.3. See
also Responses 9.31 and 9.50.

9.80 This FEIS is not a livestock grazing allocations environmental impact statement.

9.81 See Response 2.7.

9.82 A summary of rangeland conditions is presented in Section 3.C.1.b.4 of the FEIS. See also
Response 9.80.

9.83 The question is unclear. If you are referring to how general livestock grazing has impacted these
resources, see Response 2.7. If you are referring to weed treatment impacts on these resources, see
Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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9.84 The impacts of each alternative are fully discussed in Section 4.C.1 of the FEIS, and the current and
past conditions are described in Section 3.D.1. 

9.85 This information goes beyond the scope of the FEIS.

9.86 An in-depth cost analysis of the alternatives is disclosed in Section 4.D.4 of the FEIS.

9.87 An economic analysis of restoration of areas damaged by livestock grazing is beyond the scope of this
FEIS.

9.88 See Response 9.80.

9.89 Table 3-3 categorizes and describes established, new, and potential invaders of weed species on the S-
CNF. Section 2.C.6 of the FEIS describes the site-specific implementation process for prioritizing and
treating new invaders.

9.90 See Response 9.80.

9.91 See Response 9.80.

9.92 See Response 9.80.

9.93 See Response 9.80.
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9.94 See Response 9.80.

9.95 The FEIS recognizes and discloses the potential risks to non-target plants in Section 4.B.1. The
mitigation measures, included in Section 2.D.3, are designed to reduce these risks.

9.96 The consideration of using new chemicals must satisfy the requirements stated in Section 2.C.1.d and
be approved through an Administrative Decision from the Forest Supervisor.

9.97 A full analysis on the use of aerial herbicide application on all resources is presented throughout
Chapter 4 of the FEIS. Mitigation measures are designed to reduce the risks of aerial applications to
all environmental and human resources. See also Response 9.37. 

9.98 The vectors are adequately described in Chapter 2 and Section 3.C.1 of the FEIS.

9.99 The combination of treatments is described in Section 2.C. The distribution of the specific treatment is
site-specific and varies by weed species, the physical site characteristics, the size of infestation, and
the weed management goal for the site. The treatment methods are described thoroughly in Chapter
2; potential impacts from the combined treatments are fully described throughout Chapter 4.

9.100 The controlled grazing treatment option is described in Section 2.C.1.c of the FEIS. The impacts of this
option when used in combination with other treatments are described throughout Chapter 4. 

9.101 Mitigation measures have been revised in the FEIS requiring a field survey to determine if species are
present. If species are present, the appropriate buffer zone mitigation would apply.

9.102 The rationale for dismissing these alternatives for detailed analysis is discussed in Section 2.E. 

9.103 Map 3-1, Table 3-3, and Appendix B reflect the inventoried extent of weed infestations up to 2001.
The FEIS analysis fully describes the impacts of weed treatment activities as defined in the four
alternatives. See also Response 9.47.

9.104 See Response 9.50.

9.105 Your opinion is noted. See also Response 9.31.
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9.106 A thorough analysis is presented in Section 4.B.2. Mitigation measures are designed to minimize risks
to all species.

9.107 See Response 9.106.

9.108 A full analysis for these species and their source habitat is presented in Section 4.B.3. See also
Response 7.9.

9.109 See Response 9.108.

9.110 See Response 9.31.

9.111 See Response 9.31. Several mitigation measures are presented in Section 2.D.3 that are designed to
minimize the potential for adverse effects to all species.

9.112 See Responses 2.39 and 9.62.

9.113 A full analysis can be found in Sections 4.B.2 and 4.C.1 of the FEIS. The mitigation measures
described in Section 2.D.3 are designed to minimize the potential adverse impacts from chemicals
accessing waterways.

9.114 See Section 4.C.1. The site-specific implementation process, strict mitigation, and buffer zones
provide reasonable protection of applications in surface water and shallow water tables.

9.115 There are more than 500 soil map units identified on the S-CNF that describe soil types, soil
properties, and soil characteristics. Due to the complexity of soils across the Forest, the analysis
focused on the soil characteristics expected from their geologic sources. Guidelines were developed
(see Appendix F, Leaching Sensitivity and the decision tree [Figure 2-1] in Chapter 2) to determine
which treatment options are appropriate on a particular site.

9.116 Past, present, and future human uses including logging have been addressed in Chapters 3 and 4 of
the FEIS. 

9.117 There are 20 Research Natural Areas (RNAs) – 11 in the original Challis NF and 9 in the original
Salmon NF. RNA designation was directed toward maintaining ecosystem processes and focusing on
unique or rare vegetation characteristics. A full analysis is presented in Section 4.C.4.b of the FEIS,
and mitigation measures designed to minimize impacts to special designated areas are presented in
Section 2.D.3. Weed treatment activities are allowed in RNAs. Map 3-11 is provided in the FEIS
showing the RNAs, inventoried roadless areas, and other special designation areas. 
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9.118 Treatment activities will follow the interim and final direction in the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule. The appropriate mitigation measures will apply for whatever treatment activities occur in
roadless areas.

9.119 Section 3.D.4.c and Table 3-16 in the FEIS have been revised to show the eligibility criteria for the
Wild and Scenic river segments. Section 4.C.4.c analyzes how the specific eligibility criteria may be
affected by treatment activities.

9.120 The FEIS notes that there were no reported instances of herbicide impacts to workers on the S-CNF.
Since there were no reports of worker health problems, the S-CNF has not conducted tests or studies
of impacts on worker health. 

9.121 See Response 7.4. The analysis in Chapter 4 of the FEIS is accurate in addressing risks to the natural
and human environment. References cited in Chapter 9 support this analysis.

9.122 The analysis is based on full funding and implementation of treatments up to 18,000 acres a year.
Under reduced funding, it is likely that reduced implementation would occur. However, the analysis
and prioritization remains the same. See also Response 9.47. 

9.123 The rate of spread calculations are based on climate and plant characteristics such as a species
capability to reproduce, physiology, and seed viability. The calculations were used to show how
potentially prolific noxious weeds can be.

9.124 Desertification is explained in the text of the FEIS. Global warming is beyond the scope of this FEIS.
Weeds are opportunistic and have characteristics that take advantage of several environmental
conditions. See Section 3.C.1.a.2.

9.125 These activities are discussed in the cumulative impacts analysis throughout Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

9.126 As indicated in the FEIS, the aerial application of herbicides, along with the appropriate mitigation
measures, is the most effective, efficient, and safest method to meet the stated weed treatment goals.
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9.127 Assumptions associated with the worst-case scenarios are discussed. A number of scenarios were
presented to represent a reasonable range of possibilities, across a variety of physical settings, for
analysis and comparison purposes. 

9.128 The LC50 divided by 10 value was developed and approved by the EPA as being a conservative
standard of safety. This and other recognized safety standards are discussed in Chapter 4, Section
4.B.2 and Appendix J.

9.129 The referenced FEIS section analyzes the concentrations and effects along points closer than the 4-
mile distance. 

9.130 A full discussion of wind drift is presented in Section 4.B.2.b of the FEIS. Several mitigation measures
address wind drift and appropriate buffers in Section 2.D.3. See also Responses 9.37 and 2.26. 

9.131 Table 4-2 has been revised to provide clarity between the text and the table.

9.132 The text in Section 4.B.3.b has been revised with supporting references to clarify impacts to wildlife.

9.133 The effects analysis included a wide range of representative species and their source habitat,
including MIS and TES species. See Sections 4.B.1, 4.B.2, and 4.B.3 of the FEIS.
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10.1 The FEIS analyzes yearly treatments up to 18,000 acres not 80,000 acres. The FEIS recognizes the
uncertainty of annual funding in regard to weed treatment. The prioritization process, District weed
treatment goals, and the site-specific implementation process take into consideration and are a means
of addressing the uncertainties of funding. 

10.2 All programs and activities on the Forest are subject to annual funding direction and potential
limitations. Noxious and invasive weed control has been and will continue to be a top priority and a
commitment on the S-CNF. If funding for this program becomes limited, the prioritization process,
the site-specific implementation process, along with District weed treatment goals described in this
FEIS, will be used to determine which sites are treated. See Section 2.C.2 of the FEIS.
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10.3 See Response 10.2. As you mention, the framework to address new infestations is sound. However, a
timeline to take action actually limits the treatment options. Chapter 2 of the FEIS carefully outlines
the treatment objectives and the circumstances that trigger a particular response. Manpower, size,
location of infestation, target species, time of year, and other factors are all variables used to establish
treatment goals and priorities. This strategy allows a quick and effective response to new infestations
and non-native species. See also Response 9.47. 

10.4 There is flexibility in the use of new chemicals providing they meet specific criteria and are EPA-
approved. See Section 2.C.1.d of the FEIS.

10.5 Your suggestion is noted.

10.6 The mitigation mentioned does indeed refer to all vehicles working within an infestation site and is
taken from the Region 4 Best Management Practices for weed prevention and management. See
Appendix A of the FEIS.
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10.7 The existing Salmon and Challis Land and Resource Management Plans and the Bald Eagle Pacific
Recovery Plan designate these buffers for the protection of these resources. 

10.8 Buffer zones are applied to waterways and shallow water tables to reduce the risk of chemicals
reaching water. This added safeguard beyond possible label instructions is valid and warranted for
public land treatments and protection of public resources. See also Response 2.26.

10.9 Mitigation measures stated in Section 2.D.3.c apply to the Proposed Action specifically for the aerial
application of chemicals. This has been clarified in the FEIS. 

10.10 The figures shown are from the Idaho Department of Commerce as reported by Runyan et al. (1999).
It is not surprising that figures from different sources would vary. The point being made is that
tourism is an important factor in the local economy.

10.11 The roles of education, public awareness, and the cooperative association with the CWMAs are
included in the IWM discussion in Section 1.A.2 of the FEIS. See also Response 9.32.



M-114

Comment Letter No. 10

Page 4 of 4

10.12

10.11
cont.



M-115

10.12 There is no formal direction provided in this FEIS linking other weed management programs across
geographical or administrative boundaries. Continued coordination is important and best performed
through cooperative efforts of the local and neighboring CWMAs and when planning and
implementing specific treatment activities. 
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11.1 For purposes of consistency throughout the FEIS, the baseline described in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, has been established to reflect data obtained through 2001.

11.2 Your suggestion is noted. Previous Biological Assessments and consultation documentation are
referenced in the Biological Assessment for the Proposed Action that was prepared for the USFWS
and NMFS. 

11.3 The mitigation measures in Section 2.D.3 of the FEIS are consistent with the 2002 Biological
Assessment and Biological Opinion.

11.4 Chapter 3 in the FEIS has been revised to describe the occurrence and status of the referenced habitats
on the S-CNF.

11.5 Section 2.D.2.b of the FEIS lists the criteria that will be used to evaluate the proposed aerial
application sites. Map 2-3 has also been included in the FEIS depicting weed locations that meet the
stated aerial application evaluation criteria.
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12.1 The stated purpose and need of the project discussed in Sections 1.C.3 and 1.C.4 of the FEIS are
consistent with this comment. The proposed noxious weed management program prepared
specifically for the S-CNF and described in this FEIS has been prepared within the overarching
framework and guidelines of existing U.S. Forest Service-wide policies, plans, and programs. This
FEIS is not establishing National Forest policy, nor is it modifying existing Land and Resource
Management Plans. Modification of existing S-CNF Land and Resource Management Plans through
Forest Plan Revision is the appropriate process for addressing some of the visions and other resource
management practices described in your comment and are well beyond the scope of this weed-
focused FEIS. Those processes are the appropriate forum for working toward articulating things like
100-year visions, and discussing potential modifications of land use allocations that may contribute to
the root causes of weed infestations on the forest such as logging, roads, ORVs, and livestock grazing.
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12.2 The purpose of this FEIS is not to analyze or amend the existing land use allocations on the Forest. It
is not amending the National Forest travel plans nor is it amending permitted livestock grazing,
timber management, or authorized recreational activities. Modifications to permitted land use
allocations are appropriate during Land and Resource Management Plan revision. The effects of these
Forest uses and activities are addressed in the FEIS as potential vectors of weed infestation and
spread. Their potential cumulative effects on Forest resources, together with those of proposed weed
treatments, are assessed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. See also Response 12.1. 
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12.3 The decision to dismiss the Proactive Prevention Alternative was neither arbitrary nor capricious.
Section 2.E of the FEIS clearly states the rationale for its elimination from detailed analysis. See also
Response 2.1.

12.4 Your opinion is noted. IWM principles and practices are incorporated into all alternatives.

12.5 A mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.D.3.c of the FEIS stating that aerial herbicide
application will not occur during periods of inversion. 

12.6 The herbicide descriptions in Chapter 2 and impact assessments in Sections 4.B.2 (Aquatic
Resources), 4.B.3 (Wildlife Resources), and 4.D.1 (Human Health and Safety) in Chapter 4 of the FEIS
have been revised to further reflect potential effects of herbicides. See also Responses 7.4 and 7.5.
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12.7 A full analysis is provided in Sections 4.B.1 (Vegetation Resources and Noxious Weeds), 4.B.2
(Aquatic Resources), 4.B.3 (Wildlife Resources), and 4.D.1 (Human Health and Safety). See also
Responses 7.4, 7.5, and 9.50. 

12.8 See Responses 12.7 and 2.52.
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12.9 See Responses 12.7, 9.26, and 9.50.
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12.10 Expected impacts to aquatic and amphibian species are fully described in Section 4.B.2.b and 4.B.3.b
of the FEIS using impact assessment methods derived from the EPA and USFWS regarding herbicide
concentrations. See also Response 9.50. 

12.11 See Responses 9.50, 12.7, and 12.10.

12.12 Your opinion is noted.

12.13 The FEIS fully discloses and assesses impacts of the proposed application of herbicides. See
Responses 7.5 and 12.6.
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12.14 During ESA consultation for the 2002 proposed weed treatments, the NMFS did not discuss this
referenced court ruling nor did they prohibit the use of herbicides in weed treatments on the S-CNF
in their concurrence on the Biological Assessment. The referenced federal court ruling is irrelevant in
this FEIS. A Biological Assessment in connection with this FEIS has been prepared in consultation
with the USFWS and NMFS. The Biological Assessment fully addresses and analyzes potential
project effects on TES. Potential project effects on Forest Service sensitive species (which includes all
MIS) are evaluated in the Biological Evaluation contained in Appendix L of the FEIS. The S-CNF
consults routinely, and on an ongoing basis, on all actions on the Forest that could potentially affect
Federally listed plant and animal species as required under the ESA.
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13.1 The Proactive Prevention Alternative was seriously considered for detailed analysis. The rationale for
its dismissal is clearly explained in Section 2.E of the FEIS. See also Response 2.1.
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13.2 The stated project purpose and need (see Section 1.C of the FEIS) are addressed in the concepts and
implementation of Integrated Weed Management, in addition to the concurrent implementation of
Best Management Practices and mitigation measures pertinent to individual Forest projects and
authorized allocated Forest uses.

13.3 Tables 2-5, 2-6, and 4-8 compare and contrast the environmental impacts, effectiveness, efficiency,
costs, and benefits of the alternatives, including the relative effectiveness of reducing weed
infestations. The stated goals of the various alternatives also recognize the limitations and
ineffectiveness among the alternatives. 

13.4 Chapter 4 of the FEIS contains a full analysis of the various weed treatments proposed. Some
herbicides (Tordon, Transline) have residual effects that have been effective on emergent seedlings.
No herbicides are effective against ungerminated seeds. Follow-up treatments are often required to
eradicate established infestations due to existing seed sources. No distinction is made between an
initial treatment and a follow-up treatment. The mitigation measures (Section 2.D.3) and the site-
specific implementation process (Section 2.C.6) are designed to minimize risk to the environment
including sensitive resources. The effectiveness of applications will be evaluated through the
implementation and effectiveness monitoring program described in Section 2.C.3 of the FEIS. The
effects of mixing different chemicals were analyzed in models developed by the EPA and were found
to be additive but not synergistic (see Section 4.B.2.b). 

13.5 Past treatments have been effective where they have occurred (see Section 1.C.2 of the FEIS). The
spread has outpaced the available treatment opportunities. This is reflected in the annual treatment of
approximately 3,500 acres under the No Action Alternative, which represents existing conditions, as
opposed to the annual treatment of 18,000 acres under a more effective weed management treatment
program analyzed in this FEIS.

13.6 The S-CNF weed prevention strategy is included in Section 1.A.1, Integrated Weed Management, and
in Appendix A: USDA Forest Service Region 4 Best Management Practices for Weed Prevention and
Management of the FEIS. Control procedures for each species identified in this FEIS are described in
Appendix C. Control strategies are included in the prioritization process and the site-specific
implementation process. Management goals are described for each alternative and often for each
Ranger District. Placing a timeline for these goals is unrealistic due to uncontrollable variables, such
as funding, future rate of weed spread, treatment effectiveness, and District prioritization. 

13.7 Your recommendations are noted. See Appendix A, Region 4 Best Management Practices.

13.8 See Sections 1.C.1 and 1.C.2 of the FEIS. See also Response 2.18.
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13.9 As stated in Section 2.D.3.b in the discussion of management practices and mitigation measures, “All
chemicals will be applied in accordance with EPA registration label requirements and restrictions.”
Effectiveness monitoring to assess the effectiveness of buffer zones will be established (see Section
2.C.3 of the FEIS).

13.10 The process used to prioritize and treat new infestations is fully described in Section 2.C.6 Site-
Specific Implementation Process.

13.11 For the purpose of this FEIS, the Region 4 Best Management Practices contained in Appendix A are
applied to non-native invasive species as well as state and county designated noxious weeds.

13.12 The definitions of controlled and contained are included under the priority descriptions in Section
2.C.2 of the FEIS.

13.13 The estimated cost of each alternative is included in Tables 2-5 and 2-6 and Section 4.D.4 of the FEIS.
Activities associated with authorized land use allocations are not addressed in this FEIS (see Section
2.E). The cost analysis is based on cost per acre regardless of full funding or partial funding.
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